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DECLARING THE SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE CLOSING 
OF INDIAN HOSPITALS 


January 19, 1960.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Hatey, from the Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. Con. Res. 7} 


The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, to whom was 
referred the concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 7) declaring the 
sense of Congress on the closing of Indian hospitals, having considered 
the same, report favorably thereon with an amendment and recom- 
mend that the concurrent resolution as amended do pass. 

The amendment is as follows: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and insert in lieu thereof the 

following: 
That it is declared to be the sense of the Congress that no Indian hospital 
be closed or reduced in capacity or service unless and until the Surgeon General 
of the Public Health Service has given at least ninety days’ notice to the Congress 
of the planned hospital closing or reduction in services, and has certified with such 
notice that the intended closing or reduction in services will not create a shortage 
of hospital facilities in the area served, or intensify an existing shortage of hospital 
facilities in the area served, and has further certified that adequate facilities and 
services will be available to the Indians of the area. 

It is further declared to be the sense of the Congress that public health programs 
to reduce Indian tuberculosis and infant mortality rates should not be curtailed 
in any area until the Indian rates are comparable to non-Indian rates in the areas 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of House Concurrent Resolution 7, as amended, is to 
set out the position of the Congress with respect to several important 
matters relating to Indian health. It declares that it is the sense of 
Congress that no Indian hospital should be closed or reduced in 
capacity or service until the Surgeon General has given Congress at 
least 90 days notice of his plan to do so and has certified that this 
will not create a shortage of hospital facilities or intensify an existing 
shortage in the area served and that adequate facilities and services 
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will be available to the Indians concerned. It also affirms the belief 
that public health programs to reduce tuberculosis and infant mor- 
tality rates among Silene should not be curtailed in any area until 
Indian rates are comparable to non-Indian rates. 

House Concurrent Resolution 7 was introduced by Representative 
Edmondson. A similar measure, House Concurrent Resolution 160, 
was introduced by Representative Pfost. 


NEED 


According to statistics released by the Surgeon General of the 
Public Health Service on January 23, 1959, deaths among Indians 
due to tuberculosis were 29.8 per 1,000 population as compared with 
7.5 per 1,000 among non-Indians and Indian infant mortality rates 
were 57 per 1,000 live births in contrast to 26.3 per 1,000 among 
non-Indians. 

Since assuming responsibility for Indian health and sanitation on 
July 1, 1955, the Public Health Service has consolidated or closed 
several hospitals and contracted with private or other public hospitals 
or clinics to care for the patients. In certain cases these actions have 
caused the Indians fear and anxiety while in others the Indians recog- 
nize that more effective treatment can be obtained under the new 
arrangement. This resolution will help to assure the Congress that 
no Indian hospital is closed or reduced in capacity to the detriment 
of health in the area served. 


AMENDMENTS 


The committee amendment is designed to eliminate objections to 
the original text voiced by the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare and to omit matters not connected directly with Indian 
health. It will be noted that the health factors objected to in the 
report of the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare as ‘‘not 
reliable or sensitive indicators of the need for a specific Indian medical 
facility” are eliminated from the committee’s final language on hos- 
pital closing, in the resolution as reported. 


DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATIONS 


The unfavorable report from the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare dated April 30, 1959, is as follows: 


DepaRTMENT OF Heattru, EpucaTion, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, April 30, 1959. 
Hon. Warne N. AspPINALt, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. CHarman: This letter is in response to your request of 
February 13, 1959, for a report on House Concurrent Resolution 7 
declaring the sense of the Congress with respect to the closure of 
Indian hospitals. 

The resolution would declare it to be the sense of Congress that no 
Indian hospital shall be closed or reduced in capacity unless certifica- 
tion is furnished by the State concerned that such action will not re- 
sult in a shortage of hospital facilities in the area served. The resolu- 
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tion further indicates that no Indian hospital should be closed or re- 
duced in capacity if the infant mortality rate or the death rate from 
tuberculosis among the Indian population in the area served is higher 
than similar rates among the non-Indian population in the area. 

Public Law 568, 83d Congress, transferred from the Department of 
the Interior to the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare 
all the functions, responsibilities, authorities, and duties relating to 
the maintenance and operation of hospital and health facilities for 
Indians and the conservation of the health of Indians. This transfer 
became effective July 1, 1955, and the Indian health program is now 
administered by the Surgeon General of the U.S. Public Health Service 
under the supervision and direction of the Secretary of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare. 

The basic purpose of the resolution is to insure that no Indian 
hospital will be closed or reduced in capacity to the detriment of 
health in the area served. The resolution enumerates certain factors 
which should control a decision with respect to hospital closure, 
These factors are among those a responsible administering agency 
would evaluate, along with many others, in reaching such a decision, 
In our opinion, however, they cannot logically be applied in the fashion 
of a mathematical formula to prevent hospital closure which might be 
indicated by other more important considerations. 

The particular factors enumerated are not reliable or sensitive 
indicators of the need for a specific Indian medical facility. Infant 
mortality is not so much a reflection of need for hospital facilities as 
it is a reflection of poor environmental sanitation, impure water 
supply, bad housing, and lack of health knowledge. The higher death 
rate from tuberculosis among Indians is likewise not related to the 
need for general hospital beds. Facilities for the care of the tuber- 
culous are specialized both as to physical requirements and to staffing. 
The continued substandard operation of small general hospitals not 
suited for conversion to specialized tuberculosis sanatoriums will not 
advance the health status of Indians suffering from tuberculosis. 

Wherever other and better means are available to provide the 
proper kind of medical and hospital services the continued operation 
of a Federal Indian facility may actually be contrary to the interest 
of the Indians. We believe the Government would be remiss in carry- 
ing out its responsibility if it did not take advantage of opportunities 
to improve the quality of health care through the utilization of com- 
munity facilities superior to those which can be maintained for the 
Indians alone. 

It is our view that adoption of a policy in accordance with the 
terms of House Concurrent Resolution 7 would not be in the best 
interest of the Government or of the Indians because it would undesir- 
ably restrict this Department in arranging for the highest quality of 
medical care in the most efficient and economical manner. It is also 
our view that this proposed expression of the sense of Congress is not 
necessary because this Department will not take action to close an 
Indian health facility until the situation has been thoroughly studied 
to determine that a more satisfactory program of medical care can 
be provided through the use of better equipped local facilities, and 
then only if the local situation will permit such use. Any such 
closure would not be effected without prior notification to the appro- 
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priate Indian tribal council or representative body and the Depart- 
ment of the Interior. 
The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection 
to the submission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 








, Acting Secretary. 


Also set forth below is the “no recommendation” report of the 
Department of the Interior dated April 30, 1959: 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., April 80, 1959. 
Hon. Wayne N. Asprnaltt, 
Chairman, Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Aspinatt: Your committee has requested a report on 
House Concurrent Resolution 7, declaring the sense of Congress 
regarding the closure or reduction in capacity or services of Indian 
hospitals. 

We prefer to make no recommendation regarding the adoption of 
the concurrent resolution. It would express the sense of the legis- 
lative branch alone and would not have the force of law. If the 
policy expressed in the concurrent resolution is intended to be binding 
on the executive branch it would, of course, need to be embodied in 
a statute. 

Responsibility for the administration of the Indian hospital pro- 

am was transferred from this Department to the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare by the act of August 5, 1954 (68 Stat. 
674). 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised us that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. AANDARL, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 


The Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs recommends ap- 
proval of House Concurrent Resolution 7 as amended. 


O 
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INCORPORATING THE AGRICULTURAL HALL OF FAME 
JANUARY 19, 1960.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Forrester, from the Committee on the Judiciary, submitted the 
following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H. R. 5789} 


The Committee on the Judiciary, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 5789) to incorporate the Agricultural Hall of Fame, having 
considered the same, report favorably thereon with amendments and 
recommend that the bill do pass. 

The amendments are as follows: 

1. Page 1, line 9, after ‘“Columbia;” insert ‘Ezra Taft Benson, 
Washington, District of Columbia;’. 

2. Page 11, lines 20 through 23, strike out the first sentence of sec- 
tion 14(a) and insert in lieu thereof the following: 


Annual audits of the affairs of the corporation shall be 
made by an independent public accountant of recognized 
standing; such audits shall be made in accordance with 
generally accepted auditing standards. 


EXPLANATION OF AMENDMENTS 


The name of Secretary of Agriculture Benson was added to the list 
of incorporators with his approval, in view of the fact that three 
former Secretaries of Agriculture were already listed among the 
incorporators. 

The second committee amendment was made at the suggestion of 
the General Accounting Office. As introduced, the bill required that 
financial transactions were to be audited by an ‘“‘independent certified 
public accountant.” Many States, however, have a dual licensing 
system which recognizes both certified and noncertified public account- 
ants. In addition, many of the large national firms practice as public 
accountants rather than as certified public accountants. The com- 
mittee is of the view that permitting audits to be performed only 
by certified public accountants is too restrictive. 
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The bill as introduced also required that the audits were to be in 
accordance with “the principles and procedures applicable to com- 
mercial corporate transactions.” It is believed that the term ‘“‘in 
accordance with generally accepted auditing standards” is more com- 
prehensive and is a term which has been given specific meaning by the 
American Institute of Certified Public Accountants. This term is 
used almost unanimously by the accounting profession to describe 
audits. 

COST 


This bill entails no expenditure of public funds. 
GENERAL STATEMENT 


This bill provides a Federal charter of incorporation for the Agri- 
cultural Hall of Fame, which is now a Missouri corporation. The 
granting of a Federal charter will, it is believed, give additional 
prestige to this project and thus materially assist in its completion. 

The Agricultural Hall of Fame is to be a national monument, im- 
mortalizing the story of the American farmer. A shrine will be 
located at Kansas City, Kans. on a site of over 400 acres surrounded 
by 300 acres of parkland. 

When completed, it will be composed of: 

A museum portraying vividly the history of agriculture; 

A statuary hall where the immortals of agriculture will be 
honored; 

An agricultural library; 

An educational unit designed to familiarize children with 
agriculture ; 

A farm village complete with a sod house, log cabins and school 
buildings ; 

An Indian village which portrays the practices and crops of 
the native Americans; 

An outdoor amphitheater with pageants, field events and special 
farm meetings; 

A special room to honor farmers who have distinguished them- 
selves as members of the U.S. House of Representatives and the 
Senate; and 

An international shrine to honor farmers throughout the world. 

The Agricultural Hall of Fame is to be financed entirely from private 
sources and this committee was assured that the project will continue 
to be self-supporting. 

The Committee on the Judiciary regards this bill as meritorious 
and commends it to the House with a recommendation for its favorable 
consideration. 


O 
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AUTHORIZING THE EXTENSION OF A LOAN OF A NAVAL 
VESSEL TO THE GOVERNMENT OF THE REPUBLIC OF 
CHINA 


January 19, 1960.—Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Rivers of South Carolina, from the Committee on Armed 
Services, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 9465] 


The Committee on Armed Services, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 9465) to authorize the extension of a loan of a naval vessel to 
the Government of the Republic of China, having considered the 
same, report favorably thereon without amendment and recommend 
that the bill do pass. 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


The purpose of this legislation is to authorize the extension of the 
existing loan of one destroyer to the Government of the Republic of 
China for a period of 5 years. 


NECESSITY FOR LEGISLATION 


Under the act which authorized the existing loan of a destroyer to 
China (the act of August 5, 1953, 67 Stat. 363) the ex-U.S.S. Rodman 
(DD-456) was loaned for a period of 5 years. This loan will expire 
on July 28, 1960, 5 years from the date of the original loan. In the 
meantime, the loan authority granted by the act of August 5, 1953, 
has expired. New authorization is therefore required in order to 
extend the loan agreement which is considered to be in the best 
interests of the United States. 


BACKGROUND 


The major combatant ships of the Chinese Navy (Taiwan) are four 
destroyers which are on loan from the United States, and five 
destroyer-escorts which all are ex-U.S. ships. The destroyer escorts 
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are of the Edsall class, 1,200-ton displacement ships built in 1943, 
and were transferred to the Republic of China in 1948 under the 
authority of a Presidential directive. 

The destroyers presently on loan to the Republic of China are of 
the Gleaves class, 1,700-ton displacement ships built in 1941-42. 
Two of these destroyers were loaned in February of 1954 under the 
authority of Public Law 83-188, for a period of 5 years. This loan 
was subsequently extended another 5 years by the authority pro- 
vided by Congress in Public Law 86-57. 

Another destroyer was loaned on February 16, 1959, under the 
authority contained in Public Law 85-532, the ship loan authority 
approved by Congress in 1958. 

The remaining destroyer, the ex-U.S.S. Rodman, was loaned on 
July 28, 1955, under the authority of Public Law 83-188 for 5 years, 
As this ship loan is due to expire in July of this calendar year it 
creates the requirement for this legislation. 

While the U.S. Navy is destined to provide the major offensive 
naval effort for the allied cause in a future war, there will be secondary 
roles which must be performed in theaters where minor enemy forces 
are likely to be encountered. These tasks could well be performed 
with ships which do not have the modern offensive power required 
in the U.S. Navy. Such ships in the hands of able and stanch allies 
will be useful in maintaining the security of those areas, thereby 
reducing the burden of the U.S. Navy. 

Many factors must be considered before a loan or an extension of 
a loan is granted. First, there must be a determination that the 
loan is in keeping with the U.S. national policy for the country under 
consideration. The loan must then be examined in relation to 
military objectives, for example, the naval tasks which the Nation 
will be performing under her multilateral agreements. Finally, an 
dpuetant is made of the country’s demonstrated will to provide for 
its defense, its manpower available in conjunction with its capability 
to operate the ships, and its economic atmosphere. Based on these 
considerations it is to our advantage to extend this loan to the 
Republic of China. 


FORM OF TYPICAL AGREEMENT 


1. The Government of the United States agrees to lend to (foreign 
government), for the periods set out below, the vessels identified in 
the annex to this note. 

2. The (foreign government) will retain possession of and use these 
vessels for (e.g.) antisubmarine warfare training and in accordance 
with the conditions contained in this note and the mutual defense 
assistance agreement between our two governments signed on (date). 

3. The period of the loan for each submarine shall be 5 years from 
the date of its delivery to (the foreign government). The Government 
of the United States may, however, request the return of the vessels 
at an earlier date if such action is necessitated by its own defense 
requirements. In this event (the foreign government) will promptly 
return the vessels to the United States. 

4. Each vessel, together with its available on-board spares and 
allowances, including consumable stores and fuel, will be delivered 
to (the foreign government) at such place and time as may be mutually 
agreed upon. Each delivery shall be evidenced by a delivery certifi- 
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cate. (The foreign government) shall have the use of all outfitting 
equipment, appliances, fuel, consumable stores and spares and replace- 
ment parts on board the submarine at the time of their delivery. 

5. (The foreign government may place the vessels under its flag. 
Title to the vessel shall remain in the Government of the United 
States. 

6. (The foreign government) renounces all claims against the 
Government of the United States and will save the Government of the 
United States harmless from any claims asserted by third parties 
arising from the transfer, use, or operation of the vessels. 

7. Upon the expiration of the period for which it was loaned, each 
vessel shall be returned to the United States at a place and time to be 
specified by the Government of the United States in substantially 
the same condition, fair wear and tear excepted, as when transferred. 
However, the loss of the vessels arising out of enemy action sustained 
while in use under the conditions set forth in numbered paragraph 2 
of this note. If any of the vessels are damaged or lost except under 
the circumstances described in the preceding sentences (the foreign 
government) agrees to pay the Government of the United States fair 
and reasonable compensation. 


PERTINENT LAWS 


Section 7307 of title 10, United States Code, provides as follows: 


Sec. 7307. Restriction oN Disposau.—(a) Notwith- 
standing any other provision of law, no battleship, aircraft 
carrier, cruiser, destroyer, or submarine of the Navy may be 
sold, transferred, or otherwise disposed of, unless the Chief of 
Naval Operations certifies that it is not essential to the de- 
fense of the United States. 

(b) Without authority from Congress granted after 
March 10, 1951, no battleship, aircraft carrier, cruiser, 
destroyer, or submarine that has not been stricken from the 
Naval Vessel Register under section 7304 of this title, nor 
any interest of the United States in such a vessel, may be 
sold, transferred, or otherwise disposed of under any law. 


TRANSFER OF SMALL SHIPS 


Ships other than those subject to section 7307 of title 10, when they 
are determined by the Secretary of Defense to be in excess of mobiliza- 
tion requirements, may be transferred without legislative authority. 
In these circumstances, however, the Chief of Naval Operations must 
certify that the subject of such a disposal is not essential to the defense 
of the United States. 


RECENT SHIP LOAN LEGISLATION 


In recent years loans and extensions of loans to friendly foreign 
nations have been made under the following authority: 


(1) Submarines to Italy, small aircraft carrier to France, and 
25 destroyer types to Far Eastern and European nations (act 
of August 5, 1953, as amended by the act of August 3, 1956). 

(2) Submarines to Turkey (act of August 7, 1953). 
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(3) Extension of loan of submarines to Netherlands (act of 
August 29, 1957). 

(4) Destroyers, destroyer escorts, and submarines to friendly 
foreign nations and extension of loan of small aircraft carrier to 
France (act of July 18, 1958). 

(5) Extension of loans of submarines to Italy and Turkey, and 
destroyers to China (act of June 23, 1959). 


It should be noted that ail authority previously provided for original 
transfer and loan of vessels to friendly foreign nations has been 
executed or terminated other than the authority provided in Public 
Law 85-532 scheduled to expire at the end of this calendar year. 


SUMMARY OF SHIP LOAN PROGRAM 


At the present time the United States has a total of 41 major com- 
batant vessels on loan to friendly foreign nations. In addition it is 
contemplated that 12 more combatant-type vessels will be on loan 
to foreign governments by January 1961. 


FISCAL DATA 


As this legislation will involve only extension of an existing loan, 
enactment would involve no additional cost to the Government. 


COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 


A quorum being present the Committee on Armed Services unani- 
mously reported out H.R. 9465 favorably and recommends its enact- 
ment. 

DEPARTMENTAL DATA 


H.R. 9465 is a part of the legislative program of the Department 
of Defense and has the approval of the Bureau of the Budget as is 
evidenced by the following letter: 


Tue Secretary or Derense, 
Washington, January 4, 1960. 
Hon. Sam Raysurn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. Speaker: There is forwarded herewith a draft of pro- 
posed legislation to authorize the extension of a loan of a naval ves- 
sel to the Government of the Republic of China. 

This proposal is a part of the Department of Defense legislative pro- 
gram for 1960 and the Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is 
no objection to the presentation of this proposal for the consideration 
of the Congress. The Department of the Navy has been designated 
as the representative of the Department of Defense for this legisla- 
tion. It is recommended that this proposal be enacted by the Con- 
gress. 

PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 


The purpose of this legislation is to authorize the extension of the 
existing loan of one destroyer to the Government of the Republic of 
China for a period of 5 years. 
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Under the authority granted by the act of August 5, 1953 (67 Stat. 
363), the ex-U.S.S. Rodman (DD-456) was loaned to the Government 
of the Republic of China for a period of 5 years. This loan will ex- 
pire on July 28, 1960. 

While the U.S. Navy is destined to provide the major offensive 
naval effort for the allied cause in a future war, there will be secondary 
roles which must be performed in theaters where minor enemy forces 
are likely to be encountered. ‘These tasks could well be performed 
with ships which do not have the modern offensive power required in 
the U.S. Navy. Such ships in the hands of able and stanch allies 
will be useful in maintaining the security of those areas, thereby re- 
ducing the burden of the U.S. Navy. 

Many factors must be considered before a loan or an extension of 
a loan is granted. First, there must be a determination that the loan 
is in keeping with the U.S. national policy for the country under con- 
sideration. The loan must then be examined in relation to military 
objectives, for example, the naval tasks which the nation will be per- 
forming under her multilateral agreements. Finally, an appraisal is 
made of the country’s demonstrated will to provide for its defense, its 
manpower available in conjunction with its capability to operate the 
ships, and its economic atmosphere. Based on these considerations 
it is to our advantage to extend this loan to the Republic of China. 

The major naval task of the Republic of China is to defend her 
coastal waters, essential ports and bases, and islands belonging to the 
Republic of China. The major combatant vessels of the Chinese 
Navy include three destroyers and five destroyer escorts which are on 
loan from the United States. The recent incident in the Taiwan 
Straits proved beyond a doubt the value of the loan of these destroyers 
and destroyer escorts to the Government of the Republic of China. 
It is therefore considered a matter of political and military expediency 
that the existing loan of a destroyer to the Republic of China be ex- 
tended for a period of 5 years. 


COST AND BUDGET DATA 


As this legislation will involve only extension of an existing loan, 
enactment would involve no additional cost to the Government. 
Sincerely yours, 


(Signed) James H. Dovetas, Deputy. 
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CHANGES ‘IN EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with clause 3, of rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, there is herewith printed in parallel columns the 
text of provisions of existing laws which would be repealed or amended 
by the various provisions of the bill. 


EXISTING LAW 


(10 U.S.C. ch. 633—Naval Vessels) 


* * * * * 


Sec. 7307. RestricTIoN ON DIs- 
PosAL.—(a) Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, no battle- 
ship, aircraft carrier, cruiser, de- 
stroyer, or submarine of the Navy 
may be sold, transferred, or other- 
wise disposed of, unless the Chief 
of Naval Operations certifies that 
it is not essential to the defense of 
the United States. 

(b) Without authority from 
Congress granted after March 10, 
1951, no battleship, aircraft car- 
rier, cruiser, destroyer, or sub- 
marine that has not been stricken 
from the Naval Vessel Register 
under section 7304 of this title, nor 
any interest of the United States 
in such a vessel, may be sold, trans- 
ferred, or otherwise disposed of 
under any law. 

* a x * - 


THE BILL 


That, notwithstanding section 
7307 of title 10, United States 
Code, or any other law, the Presi- 
dent may extend the loan of one 
destroyer to the Government of 
the Republic of China on such 
terms and under such conditions 
as he deems are appropriate. The 
President may promulgate such 
rules and regulations as he deems 
necessary to carry out the provi- 
sions of this Act. 

Sec. 2. The extension of the 
loan authorized under this Act is 
an extension of the loan made 
under the authority granted by 
the Act of August 5, 1953 (67 
Stat. 363). 

Sec. 3. Extension shall be for a 
period of not to exceed (five years 
and shall be made on the condition 
that it may be terminated at an 
earlier date if necessitated by the 
defense requirements of the United 
States. 

Sec. 4. No loan may be ex- 
tended under this Act unless the 
Secretary of Defense, after con- 
sultation with the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, determines that such ex- 
tension is in the best interest of the 
United States. The Secretary of 
Defense shall keep the Congress 
currently advised of all extensions 
made under authority of this Act. 


SUMMARY OF 8H.R. 9465 


Purpose of the bill 

The purpose of this bill is to authorize the extension of an existing 
loan of one destroyer to the Republic of China for a period of 5 years. 
Explanation of the bill 


Under the authority granted by the act of August 5, 1953, Public 
Law 83-188, the ex-U.S.S. Rodman (DD-456) was loaned to the 
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Government of the Republic of China for a period of 5 years. This 
loan will expire on July 28, 1960, 5 years from the beginning of the 
original loan. 

Necessity for the legislation 

The Chinese Navy presently consists of four destroyers which are 
loaned from the United States and five destroyer escorts which are all 
ex-U.S. ships. 

The destroyer U.S.S. Rodman, the subject of this bill, is one of the 
four destroyers presently under the jurisdiction of the Chinese Navy. 
Each of the naval combatant ships presently under the jurisdiction 
of the Chinese Navy is essential to its continued defense efforts. 
Therefore, an extension of the existing loan of the ex-U.S.S. Rodman 
to the Chinese Navy is deemed in the best interests of both the Gov- 
ernment of the Republic of China and the United States. 

Inasmuch as the basic authority under which the original loan of 
the U.S.S. Rodman was effected has expired, new authority will be 
required to extend the existing loan which necessitates the proposed 
bill. 

Fiscal data 


Since this bill will involve only extension of an existing loan, enact- 
ment will involve no additional cost to the Government. 


Departmental data 
The Department of Defense recommends enactment of H.R. 9465. 
Committee position 


A quorum being present the committee unanimously approved the 
bill and recommends its enactment. 


O 
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REMOVING THE REQUIREMENT THAT, OF THE CHIEF AND DEPUTY 
CHIEF OF THE BUREAU OF SHIPS, ONE MUST BE SPECIALLY 
QUALIFIED AND EXPERIENCED IN NAVAL ENGINEERING AND 
THE OTHER MUST BE SPECIALLY QUALIFIED AND EXPERIENCED 
IN NAVAL ARCHITECTURE 


January 19, 1960.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed 


Mr. Rivers of South Carolina, from the Committee on Armed 
Services, submitted the following 


REPORT 


[To accompany H.R. 9464] 


The Committee on Armed Services, to whom was referred the bill 
(H.R. 9464) to remove the requirement that, of the Chief and Deputy 
Chief of the Bureau of Ships, one must be specially qualified and 
experienced in naval engineering and the other must be specially 
qualified and experienced in nav al architecture, having considered the 
same, reports favorably thereon without amendment and recommends 
that the bill do pass. 

PURPOSE OF THE BILL 


The purpose of the proposed legislation is to repeal the requirement 
that, if the Chief of the Bureau of Ships is specially qualified and 
experienced in naval engineering, the Deputy Chief must be specially 
qualified and experienced in naval architecture, and vice versa. 


BACKGROUND 


Section 5145 of title 10, United States Code, provides that the 
Chief, the Deputy Chief, and the heads of the major divisions of the 
Bureau of Ships must all be officers on the active list of the Navy 
who are specially qualified and experienced in either naval engineering 
or naval architecture. Subsection (b) of that section provides that 
when the Chief is specially qualified in one of these fields the Deputy 
Chief must be specially qualified in the other. 

This section of title 10, United States Code, is based on provisions 
of the act of June 20, 1940 (54 Stat. 493), the act which abolished the 
then existing Bureau of Construction and Repair and the Bureau of 


69011°—60 H. Rept., 86-2, vol. 1——3 








2 REQUIREMENTS OF CHIEF AND DEPUTY CHIEF OF BUREAU OF SHIPS 


Engineering and consolidated the functions of those two Bureaus in 
a new Bureau, the Bureau of Ships. 

The technically trained officers in the Bureau of Construction and 
Repair were members of the Construction Corps, a staff corps of the 
Navy. ‘This corps consisted principally of Naval Academy graduates 
who had been originally commissioned in the line of the Navy and 
had been transferred to the Construction Corps after receiving post- 
graduate instruction in naval architecture. 

The technically trained officers in the Bureau of Engineering were 
line officers designated for engineering duty only. This group was 
composed principally of Naval Academy graduates who had been 
originally commissioned as unrestricted line officers and who had been 
designated for engineering duty after completing postgraduate instruc- 
tion in engineering. 

The merger of the functions of the Bureau of Construction and 
Repair and the Bureau of Engineering in the new Bureau of Ships 
meant that the new Bureau would have under its jurisdiction both 
the naval architects, who were staff corps officers, and the naval 
engineers, who were restricted line officers. In order to consolidate 
the two groups, and to make applicable to both the same provisions 
of law relating to promotion and mandatory retirement, legislation 
was enacted providing for the transfer of the members of the Con- 
struction Corps to the line of the Navy as officers designated for 
engineering duty only (act of June 25, 1940, 54 Stat. 527). 

To insure that the former members of the Construction Corps and 
the pre-1940 engineering officers would have equal opportunity for 
appointment to the two top billets in the Bureau of Ships, the De- 
partment of the Navy, in a letter dated April 4, 1940, suggested to 
the chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs, House of Repre- 
sentatives, that the bill to establish the Bureau of Ships be amended 
to provide that, when a naval architect is Chief of the Bureau of 
Ships, the Deputy Chief must be an engineer, and vice versa. This 
was considered to be necessary to maintain the morale of the two 
groups, the architects and the engineers, which were to be placed 
under the jurisdiction of the new Bureau. 

The primary responsibility of the Bureau of Ships is the design, 
construction, alteration, and repair of ships of the Navy: The ful- 
fillment of that responsibility involves the efforts of thousands of 
military and civilian personnel and the annual expenditure of well 
over a billion dollars. The Chief and Deputy Chief must, of course, 
have a broad background and be thoroughly trained and experienced 
in technical matters relating to shipbuilding, but their particular 
fields of specialization are irrelevant. The primary requirement is 
that they be knowledgeable in ship technical matters and that they 
be experienced in industrial management. The President in selecting 
the Chief and the Secretary of the Navy in selecting the Deputy Chief 
should be free to choose, from among all officers having the requisite 
technical and industrial background, those officers who have the 
greatest administrative and organizational talent, without regard to 
their technical specialties. 
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NECESSITY FOR LEGISLATION 


The tours of duty of the Chief and Deputy Chief of the Bureau of 
Ships do not always coincide. It should not be necessary, upon the 
appointment of a new Chief, to terminate the Deputy Chief’s tour 
before its normal expiration date simply because both the Deputy Chief 
and the newly appointed Chief happen to be “specially qualified” 
in the same field. Under present law, however, the premature 
termination of the Deputy Chief’s assignment is necessary under 
these circumstances, and an instance of this recently occurred. 

In summary, the provision of law that would be repealed by this 
proposed legislation has outlived its usefulness and has become an 
obstacle to the sound use of personnel. 


EFFECT OF PROPOSED CHANGE 


Under the proposed change, appointments to the positions of Chief 
and Deputy Chief of the Bureau of Ships would be authorized from 
officers on the active list of the Navy who are specially qualified and 
experienced in either naval engineering or naval architecture, thus 
eliminating the present restrictive language which complicates the 
detailing of senior officers of the Navy to these billets. 


COST AND BUDGET DATA 


Enactment of the proposed legislation would have no effect on the 
budgetary requirements of the Department of Defense since enactment 
will not result in any increased cost. 


COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS 


A quorum being present, the committee favorably reported the bill 
unanimously. 
DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATIONS 


The Department of Defense recommends enactment of H.R. 9464 
as is indicated by the following letter from the Secretary of Defense: 


Tue SEcRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, December 28, 1959. 

Hon. Sam Raysurn, 
Speaker of the House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Speaker: There is forwarded herewith a draft of pro- 

osed legislation to remove the requirement that, of the Chief and 

eputy Chief of the Bureau of Ships, one must be specially qualified 
and experienced in naval engineering and the other must be specially 
qualified and experienced in naval architecture. 

This proposal is a part of the Department of Defense legislative 
program for 1960 and the Bureau of the Budget has advised that 
there is no objection to the presentation of this proposal for the con- 
sideration of the Congress. The Department of the Navy has been 
designated as the representative of the Department of Defense for 
this legislation. It is recommended that this proposal be enacted by 
the Congress. 





4 REQUIREMENTS OF CHIEF AND DEPUTY CHIEF OF BUREAU OF SHIPS 


PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 


The purpose of the proposed legislation is to repeal the requirement 
that, if the Chief of the Bureau of Ships is specially qualified and 
experienced in naval engineering, the Deputy Chief must be specially 
qualified and experienced in naval architecture, and vice versa. 

Section 5145 of title 10, United States Code, provides that the 
Chief, the Deputy Chief, and the heads of the major divisions of the 
Bureau of Ships must all be officers on the active list of the Navy 
who are specially qualified and experienced in either naval engineering 
or naval architecture. Subsection (b) of that section provides that 
when the Chief is specially qualified in one of these fields the Deputy 
Chief must be specially qualified in the other. 

This section of title 10, United States Code, is based on provisions 
of the act of June 20, 1940 (54 Stat. 493), the act which abolished the 
then existing Bureau of Construction and Repair, and the Bureau of 
Engineering, and consolidated the functions of those two Bureaus in 
a new Bureau, the Bureau of Ships. 

The technically trained officers in the Bureau of Construction and 
Repair were members of the Construction Corps, a staff corps of the 
Navy. This corps consisted principally of Naval Academy graduates 
who had been originally commissioned in the line of the Navy and 
had been transferred to the Construction Corps after receiving post- 
graduate instruction in naval architecture. 

The technically trained officers in the Bureau of Engineering were 
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line officers designated for engineering duty only. This group was 
composed principally of Naval Academy graduates who had been 
originally commissioned as unrestricted line officers and who had been 
designated for engineering duty after completing postgraduate instruc- 
tion in engineering. 

The merger of the functions of the Bureau of Construction and 
Repair and the Bureau of Engineering in the new Bureau of Ships 
meant that the new Bureau would have under its jurisdiction both 
the naval architects, who were staff corps officers, and the naval 
engineers, who were restricted line officers. In order to consolidate 
the two groups, and to make applicable to both the same provisions 
of law relating to promotion and mandatory retirement, legislation 
was enacted providing for the transfer of the members of the Con- 
struction Corps to the line of the Navy as officers designated for engi- 
neering duty only (act of June 25, 1940, 54 Stat. 527). 

To insure that the former members of the Construction Corps and 
the pre-1940 engineering officers would have equal opportunity for 
appointment to the two top billets in the Bureau of Ships, the Depart- 
ment of the Navy, in a letter dated April 4, 1940, suggested to the 
chairman of the Committee on Naval Affairs, House of Representa- 
tives, that the bill to establish the Bureau of Ships be amended to 
provide that when a naval architect is Chief of the Bureau of Ships 
the Deputy Chief must be an engineer, and vice versa. This was 
considered to be necessary to maintain the morale of the two groups, 
the architects and the engineers, which were to be placed under the 
jurisdiction of the new Bureau. 

In hearings before the House Naval Affairs Committee on the bill 
to establish the Bureau of Ships, a Navy witness stated that, in the 
future, naval officers sent to the Massachusetts Institute of Tech- 
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nology for postgraduate training would be given a combined course 
in naval architecture and marine engineering; after graduation they 
would be given opportunities to take advanced courses in various 
specialized fields and to pursue their specialties in their work; but the 
time would come, in perhaps 20 years, when it would be difficult to 
distinguish an architect from an engineer except for the most expert 
designing specialists. Time has proved that this prediction was sub- 
tantially correct. Fields of specialization have multiplied, but 
basically the technically trained officers under the jurisdiction of the 
Bureau of Ships are a homogeneous group and the line of demarcation 
between architects and engineers is difficult to discern. 

The requirement that, of the Chief and Deputy Chief of the Bureau 
of Ships, one must be specially qualified as an architect and the other 
must be specially qualified as an engineer has served the purpose for 
which it was enacted and now operates only as an unnecessary and 
artificial restriction on the selection of officers to fill these billets. 

The primary responsibility of the Bureau of Ships is the design, 
construction, alteration, and repair of ships of the Navy. The fulfill, 
ment of that responsibility involves the efforts of thousands of military 
and civilian personnel and the annual expenditure of well over a 
billion dollars. ‘The Chief and Deputy Chief must, of course, have a 
broad background and be thoroughly trained and experienced in 
technical matters relating to shipbuilding, but their particular fields 
of specialization are irrelevant. ‘The primary requirement is that they 
be knowledgeable in ship technical matters and that they be experi- 
enced in industrial management. The President in selecting the Chief 
and the Secretary of the Navy in selecting the Deputy Chief should 
be free to choose, from among all officers having the requisite technical 
and industrial background, those officers who have the greatest admin- 
istrative and organizational talent, without regard to their technical 
specialties. 

The tours of duty of the Chief and Deputy Chief of the Bureau of 
Ships do not always coincide. It should not be necessary, upon the 
appointment of a new Chief, to terminate the Deputy Chief’s tour 
before its normal expiration date simply because both the Deputy 
Chief and the newly appointed Chief happen to be “‘specially qualified” 
in the same field. Under present law, however, the premature termi- 
nation of the Deputy Chief’s assignment is necessary under these 
circumstances and an instance of this recently occurred. 

In summary, the provision of law that would be repealed by this 
proposed legislation has outlived its usefulness and has become an 
obstacle to the sound use of personnel. The Department of the Navy 
urges that this legislation be enacted. 


COST AND BUDGET DATA 


Enactment of the proposed legislation would have no effect on the 
budgetary requirements of the Department of Defense. 
Sincerely yours, 
Tuomas S. GarEs. 
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CHANGES IN 


EXISTING LAW 


In compliance with clause 3 of rule XIII of the Rules of the House 
of Representatives, there is herewith printed in parallel columns the 
text of provisions of existing law which would be repealed or amended 


by various provisions of the bill. 


EXISTING LAW 
(Sec. 5145 of title 10, U.S.C.) 


§ 5145. Bureau of Ships: Chief; 
Deputy Chief; Division 
Heads 

(a) The Chief of the Bureau of 
Ships shall be appointed by the 
President, by and with the advice 
and consent of the Senate, for a 
term of four years, from officers 
on the active list of the Navy 
who are specially qualified and 
experienced in naval engineering 
or naval architecture. 

(b) The Deputy Chief of the 
Bureau of Ships shall be detailed 
from officers on the active list of 
the Navy. If the Chief of the 
Bureau of Ships is specially qual- 
ified and experienced in naval 
engineering, the Deputy Chief 
must be specially qualified and 
experienced in naval architecture. 
If the Chief of the Bureau of Ships 
is specially qualified and experi- 
enced in naval architecture, the 
Deputy Chief must be specially 
qualified and experienced in naval 
engineering. 

(c) The Deputy Chief of the 
Bureau of Ships, while so serving, 
has the rank of rear admiral and 
is entitled to the highest pay and 
allowances of that rank. 

(d) The heads of the major 
divisions of the Bureau of Ships 
shall be detailed from officers on 
the active list of the Navy who 
are specially qualified and expe- 
rienced in naval engineering or 
naval architecture. 


THE BILL 


That. section 5145(b) of title 10, 
Unite1 States Code, is amended 
to read as follows: 

“(b) The Deputy Chief of the 
Bureau of Ships shall be detailed 
from officers on the active list of 
the Navy who are specially quali- 
fied and experienced in naval 
engineering or naval architecture.” 


SUMMARY OF H.R. 9464 


Purpose of the bill 
This Defense Department bill is designed to repeal the present 
statutory requirement that, if the Chief of the Bureau of Ships is 
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specially qualified and experienced in naval engineering, the Deputy 
Chief must be specially qualified and experienced in naval architecture, 
and vice versa. 


Background 


This requirement in the law was designed to assure proper emphasis 
in the Bureau of Ships on both specialties. In 1940 the Bureau of 
Construction, which was made up of staff corps officers specializing in 
naval architecture, and the Bureau of Engineering, which was made 
up of line officers specializing i in engineering duties only, were consoli- 
dated to form the Bureau of Ships. 

Inasmuch as the merger of the functions of the Bureau of Con- 
struction and the Bureau of Engineering into the new Bureau of 
Ships meant that the new bureau would have under its jurisdiction 
both former staff corps officers specializing in architecture and naval 
engineers who were restricted line officers specializing in engineering, 
concern was expressed that one or the other group might unduly 
dominate the activities of the Bureau. Hence, the present require- 
ment in the law. 

Since 1940 both types of officers assigned to the Bureau of Ships 
have been designated as line engineering-duty-only officers. Acord- 
ingly, since that time young officers being brought into the program 
have been given postgraduate training which combines both the 
courses in naval architecture and marine engineering. Such officers, 
after graduation, have also been given opportunities to take advanced 
training in various specialized fields. Under these circumstances, 
therefore, it has now become most difficult to distinguish an architect 
from an engineer except for the most expert design specialists. There- 
fore, the technically trained officers now under the jursidiction of the 
Bureau of Ships are basically a homogeneous group and the existing 
requirement relating to the appointment of the Chief and Deputy 
Chief no longer serves a useful purpose. 


Necessity for the legislation 

The present requirement in the law unnecessarily makes more diffi- 
cult the assignment of the most competent and capable officers under 
the jurisdiction of the Bureau of Ships to its top administrative billets. 
Elimination of this requirement will therefore permit the President, in 
selecting the Chief, and the Secretary of the Navy, in selecting the 
Deputy Chief, to choose those officers who have the greatest adminis- 
trative and organizational talent without regard to their technical 
specialties. 


Fiscal data 

The Department of Defense has advised that enactment of this 
legislation will not result in any increased cost. 
Committee position 

A quorum being present the committee unanimously approved the 
bill and recommends its enactment. 
Departmental data 

The Department of Defense recommends the enactment of the bill. 
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